And he cites Tzvetan Todorov as defining "figure" as "the visibility of discourse."5 We can see that already a certain ambiguity has emerged in the allusions to image and vision. For at first we were concerned with a kind of imagistic relation of resemblance between two things; for example, a person and a wet blanket. And Ricoeur is concerned with this as well in the article cited. In the passage quoted, however, what is said to appear and is likened to a human face is the discourse itself, the utterance or the words.
One motivation for insisting on seeing or on some experiential aspect to understanding metaphor is a sense of the inadequacy, or worse, of the pat paraphrases that are so often proposed in theories that take metaphor to be an indirect statement of resemblance. To call someone a tail-wagging lapdog of privilege is not simply to make an assertion of his enthusiastic submissiveness. Even a pat metaphor deserves better than this, and such an analysis is not essentially improved by tacking on an open-ended list of further dog-predicates that may possibly be part of the metaphor's meaning. Hence it becomes attractive at this point to insist that the comprehension of the metaphor involves seeing this person as a lapdog, and in some detail, experiencing his dogginess. This is what a successful metaphor pulls off, and this image-making quality is what lies behind both the force and the unparaphrasability of poetic metaphor.
Talk about the force or compelling power of metaphor is often bound up with reference to its imagistic capacity. Part of the dangerous power of a strong metaphor is its control over one's thinking at a level beneath that of deliberation or volition. In the mind of the hearer an image is produced that is not chosen or willed. The metaphorical assertion brings one to see something familiar through this 
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Autumn 1989 91 image, framed by it, and this "seeing" persists concurrently with one's original sense of the dissimilarity of the two things here being brought together. And the full appreciative comprehension of a metaphor can make any subsequent denial of the point it makes seem feeble or disingenuous, in much the same way that appreciative understanding of a joke can overpower any subsequent refusal of the point it makes. If someone is described as having all the charm of a damp kitchen sponge, it's no good simply to deny it, after he or she has registered an appreciation of the phrase. In an article comparing metaphor and jokes, and the ways speaker and hearer are "drawn closer to one another," Ted Cohen says, "When the device is a hostile metaphor or a cruel joke requiring much background and effort to understand, it is all the more painful because the victim has been made a complicitor in his own demise."6 But what is special about this speech situation is that no one, I think, would speak of an ordinary literal insult in this way. Understanding here does not bring any special complicity with it, not with the assertion nor with its intent. "Getting the point" here does not interfere with denying or repulsing it. Nonetheless, Cohen is surely on to something.
Metaphor does appear to have a force that goes beyond agreement with what it asserts. Wayne Booth is responding to the same sense in the following passage:
Part of what is communicated does not depend on the metaphor succeeding in the sense of winning or even in the sense of being thought good. The speaker has performed a task by yoking what the hearer had not yoked before, and the hearer simply cannot resist joining him; they thus perform an identical dance step, and the metaphor accomplishes at least part of its work even if the hearer then draws back and says, "I shouldn't have allowed that!"7
What is the compulsion here, what is it that the hearer cannot resist joining in, and what is the nature of his or her complicity? (Later, Booth characterizes understanding a metaphor as deciding "either to be shaped in the shape his metaphor requires or to resist.")8 It is almost as if the imagistic "seeing" of metaphor comprehension really involved one's seeing things that way, that is, believing them to be that way, which would give us no way to distinguish between understanding a metaphorical assertion and believing it. A powerful trope indeed.
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This alone should make us suspicious of the idea of force in metaphor. For there is no category of utterances that necessarily produce, when understood, agreement or belief in what they assert, any more than an utterance can automatically produce understanding of its meaning. But if neither in belief nor in meaning, then where are we to locate the power of metaphor so often praised and blamed? "Force" is a notoriously equivocal word, especially when applied to discourse; still, it seems clear enough that the metaphorical force in question can be neither that of assent to nor understanding of the assertion, nor J. L. Austin's "illocutionary force" (the metaphorical utterance is not itself the accomplishment of any social act, aside from the bare illocution of calling or saying), nor the cogent force of a convincing argument. This is not to say that any or all of these types of force can't apply to this or that metaphorical utterance. Performatives, for instance, can themselves be couched in metaphor. But the power we hear about in connection with metaphor, which the "hearer simply cannot resist," is supposed to be something peculiar to metaphor, and perhaps other figurative language. It ought, then, to be related in some way to the content of a metaphorical assertion, to what it says, and should not turn out to be something that applies equally well to any and every other use of language.
A similar point applies to the association of metaphor with images. That is, there ought to be some special reason for the meaning of metaphor to be couched in imagistic terms, a reason that doesn't apply as well or as poorly to other speech. There is no one today, I think, who would identify understanding the meaning of a word with the having of a mental image (or "idea"), though this and related ideas did dominate thinking about language for some time. Is metaphor, then, taken to be a case of language-use for which such a prototheory is actually true, where, in Wittgenstein's chiding phrase, "uttering a word is like striking a note on the keyboard of the imagination"?9 There's no need to deny that uttering a metaphor may give rise to a play of images in the mind of the hearer; however, there is no reason to think that it must always be so, or that this is what constitutes the full understanding of a metaphor. Nor is it only strictly visual images that are inessential to the figurative. For example, there's no morsel for the mind's eye, ear, nose, or throat in Theseus's figurative saying that the poet's pen "gives to aery nothing / A local habitation and a name."
There are still deeper problems with thinking of the meaning of metaphor in terms of images, problems internal to the nature of an image. For a metaphor is semantically articulate in a way that a pic- 
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Autumn 1989 ture is not; it has parts that perform different functions. In many metaphors both terms interact with each other, altering our experience of both items of the comparison. There are many other metaphors, however, that work in one direction only, and are not reversible without change of meaning. For example, when we read in Wordsworth "Thy soul was like a Star, and dwelt apart," our apprehension of both souls and stars is affected, each taking on aspects of the other. But, on the other hand, the floral and culinary stock in trade of erotic metaphor is rarely reversible. If we are enjoined to imagine a garden in her face or lips like cherries, we may be sure we are not to read against the grain in the direction of a face in the garden or cherries like lips.10 This is why so many analyses of metaphor contain at least two terms for its functioning parts (I. A. Richards's "tenor" and "vehicle," Max Black's "frame" and "focus," and so on). An image, a real image, can't tell us what is being imagined as what; and yet, there is a difference between seeing oak leaves as hands and seeing hands as oak leaves.1 An image could provide you with nothing more than a kind of composite picture in which you could discern features of each of them. This, I believe, shows what is misguided about any theory of metaphor as based on the psychoanalytic mechanism of condensation, which is said to function like a composite photograph.'2 It also forces us to rethink the role of resemblance in metaphor (and in simile, too, for that matter). For resemblance and similarity are both symmetrical relations: if A resembles B, then B resembles A. Hence, if metaphor were some kind of assertion of resemblance, we should be able to reverse any of the parts without loss or change of meaning. This is also one thing that discourages thinking of caricatures and the like as "visual metaphors" (see Goodman, Languages of Art, pp. 84, 89). Even though not all metaphors are "one-way," the possibility of drawing the distinction in direction seems internal to metaphor but not to pictures. Context, of course, will normally leave us in no doubt as to whether some picture is that of Churchill-as-bulldog or bulldog-asChurchill.
William Gass has some remarks on this in his On
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Metaphor, Image, and Force Finally, the appeal to images gives us an especially bad model for accounting for the endlessness of the paraphrase or elaboration of a living metaphor. This endlessness is a familiar fact about poetic metaphor, and may even itself contribute to the association with images, via the notion that it is a picture that is worth a thousand interpretive words in such a case. But what kind of picture would we get if we tried to visualize the various parts of the manifold of paraphrase and pack them into a single image? Stanley Cavell provides a sample gloss on the phrase "Juliet is the sun," in the course of which he says that "Romeo means that Juliet is the warmth of his world; that his day begins with her; that only in her nourishment can he grow. And his declaration suggests that the moon, which other lovers use as emblems of their love, is merely her reflected light, and dead in comparison; and so on."13 Of the items mentioned here, even the ones that do relate to something visual can't all be combined into a single image. The further we go on with the gloss, including the dawn, growth and nourishment, the moon, the planets, the changing seasons, and so on, the more absurd becomes the attempt to see all this as contained in something identifiable as an image. And yet part of the original attraction of the "image" idea was the unifying or organizing function claimed for an image; yet, in fact, you just don't get anything like a picture by putting all these things together. And a concessionary appeal to several images at this point fails to explain or justify any recourse to images in the first place. The main focus of Davidson's attack is the idea of metaphor-meaning, as mentioned above. The literal meaning of the words or phrase is all the meaning there is in such a case. Yet he warns against taking this to be merely a terminological issue, "an insistence on restraint in using the word 'meaning'":
Davidson's Choice
This would be wrong. The central error about metaphor is most easily attacked when it takes the form of a theory of metaphorical meaning, but behind that theory, and statable independently, is the thesis that associated with a metaphor is a cognitive content that its author wishes to convey and that the interpreter must grasp if he is to get the message. ["WMM," p. 44] Hence, the use of metaphor has certain effects on the hearer, but these do not constitute the meaning of the metaphor; and even if among these effects is that the hearer comes to notice or realize something, this is not something the speaker has said or intended to communicate.
The sense of "meaning" that Davidson has in mind is strictly that of meaning-in-a-language, and not what is sometimes distinguished from this as "speaker-meaning." This is somewhat disappointing both because writers who refer to metaphor-meaning have not claimed that a single metaphorical utterance somehow permanently alters the dictionary-meaning of a word,15 and also because the distinction between word-meaning and speaker-meaning forms the basis of at least one influential account of metaphor.16 And along with an implicit restriction on the word "meaning," Davidson assumes a sense of meta- Naturally this raises a problem for describing the life cycle of a metaphor. We will have to say that before the birth of the metaphor, it was categorically false, or meant nothing, to speak of the mouth of a river. And then after the metaphor's death, the literal meaning or application of the word "mouth" has been changed to include parts of rivers. Now where did this new meaning come from? The natural assumption is that it is part of what was meant when the metaphor was alive, that it survived the metaphor's death and its loss of imagistic force. Davidson cannot say this since, for him, the live metaphor had no meaning distinct from the literal falsehood carried by the phrase prior to the metaphor's existence. All that was distinctive about the phrase during its life as a metaphor was on the level of effects of vividness and force, and now at its death it has lost these. 20. Even though the framing-effect is itself independent of the assertoric mood, it will naturally very often be exploited by that mood. In such a case the "force" in question can quite directly involve change of belief. Kenneth Burke considers the "'unearned increment"' of associated ideas gained by a political speaker who argues for some measure in terms of the image of the mother rather than in terms of the abstract idea of "security." See his Rhetoric of Motives (Berkeley, 1969), p. 87. We can see at least two rhetorical advantages to such a tactic. It will lend persuasive force to an utterance not only because the speaker can communicate the other associated ideas (of tradition, affection, and so on) without committing himself to them, but also because such ideas are received by the audience more as discoveries about something than as claims made by some (possibly unreliable) person.
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Images and the Unmentionable
The indifference of the force of a good metaphor to the moods of affirmation or denial may also be part of what suggests the comparison with pictures. The framing-effect of a metaphor survives when the statement is denied, subsumed in a hypothetical or a part of a question, or placed in quotation marks. And whether or not we want to say that a picture means anything, it does whatever it is a picture does in a way that has nothing to do with the different grammatical moods. And this is important for the effectiveness of both metaphors and pictures.
There are often advantages, rhetorical and otherwise, in somehow letting a certain thing be known or inferred by your audience, instead of explicitly saying it. A picture can be used to get a point across without incurring the risks and responsibilities of asserting that point. This can disarm criticism of the point being made, while retaining the intended effect of the picture. Likewise, in verbal abuse it is also possible to make one's message clear not only without asserting it, but while explicitly denying or disavowing it. If what is objectionable about some utterance is in what it says or asserts, then the response of denial and counterassertion is appropriate, and such a response is successful to the extent that what it says is believed instead of the original statement. Yet there are other aspects of an utterance that cannot be countered in this way. Among these are such things as mentioning or bringing up something (without explicitly saying anything about it), or repeating someone else's words in a mocking tone of voice, and making a certain comparison or drawing attention to something without making any particular claim about it. The invidious comparison of one's rival with a hyena can be successfully accomplished even in the context of explicit denial that that is what one is doing, or when one claims to be making no assertion of one's own but merely quoting someone else's words. Here since the damaging effect is not carried by the assertion, it is not well countered by a denial of the assertion.
For example, praeteritio exploits the fact that something decisive gets through to the audience even when the nested assertion is denied, subsumed in a hypothetical, a part of a question, and so on. "If I were to bring up the sordid facts of his private life I could justly be accused of descending into personal attack, therefore I merely. ... " Praeteritio relies on, and furthers, those aspects of a statement that are indifferent to its grammatical mood, which include mentioning or referring to things, as well as the vividness and force of a good meta-
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Metaphor, Image, and Force phor. Praeteritio will be more memorable and more effective when the nested assertion is a live metaphor; for everything relating to the effect of seeing one thing as framed by another will survive the pretended disavowal. Elaborate metaphorical verbal abuse like this will naturally make the bad faith of the disavowal transparent, for it will reveal the work of the figure, and not the assertion, to have been the point all along. Pictures share with metaphors the capacity to get a point across in a way that is indifferent to grammatical mood or to the distinction between bringing something up and saying something in particular about it. Grammatical mood and the distinction between assertion and "mere" mention simply don't apply to pictures. In language we can distinguish between reproducing someone's utterance when it is quoted, and reproducing someone's words to make the same assertion oneself. On the other hand, when it comes to reproducing a picture, there doesn't seem to be anything like the distinction between mention and use, and it's not clear that either of the alternatives has any application, or that pictures per se have the notational resources for actual quotation. There is indeed a sense in which one picture may allude to or even contain another one. But such reference or allusion to another picture is not analogous to the distinction between asserting something oneself and quoting the words of someone else's assertion. Verbal quotation abstracts from the context of a particular speech act, whether assertion, question, or command. However we want to characterize what a picture does when it makes us see something in a certain way, or when it comments on something, or suggests a certain comparison, it accomplishes this in a way that is indifferent to the distinction between quotation and assertion.
Because of this, church leaders and others interested in banning certain pictures are sometimes faced with the problem that there is no such thing as "mere" quotation of pictures, that reproducing them for purposes of commentary and censure entails repeating the effects that were the object of censure in the first place. In speech one can reproduce someone else's statement without asserting it oneself, that is, when one just quotes it. So if it is the assertion and the belief it expresses that is objectionable, one can avoid compounding what is wrong by reproducing it in a quotation, a question, or a hypothetical. On the other hand, pictures can't be "merely" quoted since there is no assertoric dimension to abstract from.21 (Naturally this doesn't mean there may not be anything to object to, nor that a picture is not Praeteritio requires the pretense that the language-game being played is one of assertion and counterassertion (a language-game to which the possibility of quoting rather than asserting is internal), so that the disavowal of a particular claim is supposed to leave one's opponent with no recourse, since there is no (relevant) claim to be countered. Such a pretense becomes laughably transparent when the disavowal involves abusive verbal obscenity. The pretense is only slightly less transparent when the praeteritio is conducted in richly metaphorical language (which is what most verbal obscenity is anyway). In both cases what is crucial to the utterance is not carried by the assertion, yet it is smuggled in under cover of the language-game of assertion. By contrast, there is no corresponding technique for pictorial praeteritio because there is no corresponding pretense of a context of assertion for us to flirt with, a context of assertion which may be cancelled through "mere" quotation. Recently it was reported that Princess Diana was made upset by an ugly puppet caricature of her on television. In the supermarket paper announcing this, the mock compassionate headline "This Cruel Puppet Made Poor Princess Di Cry" was, of course, accompanied by a full-page picture of the offensive puppet in question. Here one couldn't even pretend to claim to be doing something like merely quoting rather than something like asserting. Any objection to the original applies equally to the duplicate. The distinction between assertion and (mere) quotation doesn't obtain here; hence there's no room for pretense involving shifting from one context to the other. and he says that the decision to use a certain metaphor rather than the corresponding simile involves choosing "to get the idea across a different way" ("WMM," p. 39). It's not obvious how such concessions can leave his account with much more than "an insistence on restraint in using the word 'meaning,"' or can be consistent with his central denial that "associated with a metaphor is a cognitive content that its author wishes to convey and that the interpreter must grasp if he is to get the message" ("WMM," p. 44).25 Whatever we want to call it, there is that in the metaphoric utterance which is distinct from the lit- eral assertion, which can be understood or misunderstood, and which we interpret in a way that depends, in part, on our beliefs about the speaker's beliefs. That is, in order to understand what the speaker means who tells us that "man is not a man, but a wolf, to those he does not know," we have to rely on what we take him to believe about wolves and what is important about them. And if we are very wrong about this, we will misunderstand what he means to convey (say, if we thought he believed wolves were benign parasites). And we are not in the same way dependent on anyone's beliefs when a bump on the head makes us appreciate the fact that we forgot to duck, which is the reason we don't think of this situation as involving the communication of anything. The claim that metaphor involves the communication of content is independent of the claim that it involves a change in the meaning of the words. Talk about "meaning" is probably best avoided anyway, since its range is so wide and there's so little agreement about it. The independence of the two claims, however, can be seen by comparing metaphor with irony. Like metaphor, irony operates in a way that is dependent on the standard meanings of the words used, and this dependence is exploited in order to express something distinct from the standard meaning of the assertion. And as far as I know, no one has yet denied that irony or sarcasm involve the intention to convey something distinct from the literal, something that can be missed or misunderstood. Still, at the same time, no one claims that irony or sarcasm involve a change of meaning in the words used. We speak ironically, but we don't speak of ironic uses of words, or of attaching an ironic sense to a word. When someone says ironically of his betrayer that he is "a fine friend," he doesn't mean that he is ironically a fine friend, or that he is one in an ironic sense. And nothing in ironic speech attaches to the individual words in such a way as to eventually enter the dictionary. (In this sense, there are no "dead ironies.") Irony attaches to whole utterances, not individual words. And it manages to communicate something distinct from the literal (when it does) without change in the meanings of the words.
For both ironic and metaphorical utterances, it is the fact that we can either understand or misunderstand them, and that we rely on beliefs about the speaker's beliefs in order to understand, that makes the situation a communicative one. And the possibility of misunderstanding, along with this reliance on beliefs about the speaker, must be part of an account of metaphor if it is to avoid consequences that trivialize metaphor beyond recognition. Davidson mentions this possibility in tence to be the denial that metaphor has a "definite" cognitive content associated with it (Davidson, Inquiries into Truth and Interpretation [Oxford, 1984] , p. 262). But the question of definiteness makes no essential difference to the main point.
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They make the hidden meaning of the metaphor all too obvious and accessible. In each case the hidden meaning is to be found simply by looking to the literal meaning of what is usually a painfully trivial simile. This is like that-Tolstoy like an infant, the earth like a floor. It is trivial because everything is like everything, and in endless ways. ["WMM," p. 37] The endless trivial ways in which one thing can be like another show up just how endless are the ways in which one can go wrong in the interpretation of a metaphor. It may well be true, as Davidson says, that "a metaphor makes us attend to some likeness" ("WMM," p. 31), but it is not true that attending to just any of the infinite aspects of likeness between the two things counts as understanding the metaphor. And we are guided by our beliefs about what the speaker believes about the things in question when we select from this infinity in the process of interpreting the metaphor.
But the point about our selectivity and its dependence on beliefs about the speaker goes deeper than this. This selectivity is not simply an aid to avoiding error in interpretation. Rather, the process of interpretation couldn't even begin without some sense of which are the relevant dimensions of the comparison. For it is not as if we could take all the facts and beliefs about wolves (whatever that would be) and use them as a perspective on all the facts about people's relations to strangers. That wouldn't provide us with so much as a perspective to begin interpreting. The metaphor will not succeed in getting us to see anything as anything without our having some previous understanding of which aspects of a wolf are being used as a perspective on which aspects of human beings. (The fact that they may both have grey hair, or require sleep, is probably not the point.) It is thus arguable that an utterly uninterpreted metaphor, one for which we have no clue which features are irrelevant, does not yet succeed in even "yoking" two things together. That is, we must have some sense of the field of comparison, otherwise "yoking" or "framing" can mean no more than the empty exercise of keeping the two things together in mind: the taste of sugar and the discovery of America.
An account of metaphor that denies that it is a form of communication will thus not only have difficulty saying what understanding or misunderstanding can consist in, it will also encounter problems in saying how the nonassertoric framing-effect takes place.24 For, as I briefly suggested, the effect of framing one thing in terms of another is itself dependent on a prior understanding of what areas of comparison are relevant, and determination of this relevance is dependent on what we take the speaker to have in mind. This is not to say that the interpretation of metaphor is restricted to an elaboration of what its author is taken to have understood by it. There is more to the interpretation of any utterance than that. And it is especially the case with metaphorical speech that its author too will often expect there to be more in it than he originally thought, and will hope to be surprised by where its explication leads him. Still, the dependence on the speaker is not eliminable in an account of either the interpretation of metaphor or its original framing-effect. A noncognitive theory of metaphor will not be able to account for this dependence on beliefs about the speaker's beliefs, or say what it is that we depend on such beliefsfor. Such an account will not be able to say that we depend on those beliefs for the determination of the (nonliteral) content that the speaker meant to communicate.
Metaphoric Thought
The speaker's beliefs about wolves and men, or tempests and teapots, must also be part of any account of what he is doing in formulating the metaphor in the first place. We need an explanation of his devising just the particular metaphor he does. It's not just a matter of his manufacturing some phrase and seeing what effect it will have when uttered.25 In the effort to formulate a metaphorical statement there will often be considerable struggle before one feels one has "got it right," that the right adjustment has been made. If Davidson is correct, however, there can't be anything one is getting right here. But when a metaphor is "right," it is so not only for what it gets one to notice, but also for its adequacy in expressing what one has already noticed. The speaker or writer has certain beliefs about wolves and about human behavior, and he is thinking about one in terms of the other. To get to this point, however, he had to have certain beliefs Speaking of the adoption of a perspective is useful precisely because it is neutral with respect to belief and assertion. But if this were the only dimension of metaphor, then we couldn't explain, among other things, what denying the statement comes to. For the denial is not the refusal to adopt the perspective, any more than the original statement is simply the invitation to take up that perspective. The speaker does not say, "Imagine Juliet as the sun"; rather he makes a statement about Juliet. She is the object of his thinking, and various beliefs of his about her are necessary to account for his original adoption of this perspective. And someone who denies that statement will be sharing that perspective for the moment, but disagreeing with some of what Romeo believes.
To sum up, then: there are two dimensions of metaphor, the dimension of effects, which I've referred to in terms of framing or the adoption of a perspective, and the dimension of the beliefs that prompt the comparison in the first place, and which are necessary for the framing-effect to be something other than mere juxtaposition. The belief-dimension must have a place in the account of both the speaker's composition of the metaphor and the audience's understandCritical Inquiry Autumn 1989 ing of it. In the case of the composer, he does not simply come up with an expression, accept its adequacy, and then figure out what it is adequate to and in just what ways. Rather he will have, for example, various beliefs about one person's relation to another that lead him to see it as wolfish, that is, to take up the perspective of wolfishness on this relation. And it is natural to assume that these initiating beliefs are part of what he means to communicate. Without these beliefs there is no way to account for metaphoric thinking or the process of composition. And the audience, on the other hand, depends on these beliefs both for any framing-effect at all (without which we don't yet have a metaphor) and for the provisional interpretation of it. At this stage of the understanding of metaphor we look more to the speaker than to the world, for his false beliefs (for example, about the viciousness of wolves) will be as important to us as the actual facts about wolves.
Nonetheless, both the composer's elaboration of the metaphor in thought or speech, and the audience's interpretation of it, go beyond these initiating beliefs, even though both processes are dependent on them. The composer adopts the perspective he does partly because he expects that it will lead the mind in unanticipated directions. It is possible to get more out of it than one has explicitly put into it. And the audience as well may engage in interpretation of the metaphor that is an exploratory elaboration of it, and which involves attention to the world rather than to the speaker. It is a portion of the world, after all, that we have taken a certain perspective on; and at this further stage of interpretation we may leave the speaker behind, as he himself may leave behind his initiating beliefs and his own provisional understanding of the metaphor. We have taken up the particular framework or perspective, and now we pursue what can be noticed from it.26 This is the less communicative dimension of metaphor, the one which Davidson concentrates on and which involves adoption of a perspective rather than acceptance of an assertion. It is the less communicative aspect, since it is independent of the utterance's role in making an assertion (as opposed to, say, a question or the negation of the assertion). This, however, doesn't mean that it is a noncognitive dimension, for not only are the initiating beliefs part of the structure and content of this framing-effect, but the effect itself prompts and guides the elaboration of the metaphor in thought. This effect is what dies in the death of the metaphor, when it loses its vividness and suggestiveness, while it survives the denial or quotation of the metaphoric statement.
26. One hazard of discussing literary metaphors outside the context of the texts in which they operate is that it draws attention away from the otherwise obvious fact that the choice and development of a particular metaphor is also answerable to the whole metaphoric system of the text, both intra-and intertextual.
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Metaphor, Image, and Force Whereas, on the other hand, it is something of the other aspect-the initiating beliefs linking, say, bottle openings and mouths-that survives the death of the metaphor and that is denied in the denial.
A good metaphor does not just sum up the beliefs that led to it; it is meant to amplify and focus them, bringing them into contact with others. There will often be no sharp line between the earlier ideas that motivated a particular metaphor and the later ones that it, in turn, motivates. This raises the question of the relation between these two dimensions of metaphor: between the adoption of the perspective, on the one hand, and the thoughts that led to it and that it leads to, on the other. Such thoughts do not justify the adoption of the perspective; or, at least, the relation is not like that of various particular beliefs to a general one that is inferred from them. We may say that the initiating thoughts suggest the perspective, but that's not very helpful. We saw that we must consider the composer of the metaphor as first having some ideas about, for example, people's relations to strangers. What is it that motivates doing anything with these beliefs at this point, beyond just retaining them? And what is it that taking up the perspective of wolfishness is supposed to accomplish with regard to these thoughts? It may be said that the perspective organizes them; but a metaphor is not simply a mnemonic device, and in any case we still have to account for the further thoughts that are prompted by the perspective. There is, then, a question about what motivates going from one's initiating thoughts about the object to the adoption of a metaphoric perspective on it, and a question about how the perspective is related to the further thoughts it leads to. And these two questions must, I think, be answered together. For surely part of the reason the composer of the metaphor adopts a particular perspective is that he or she expects and wants it to lead him or her to notice something new, to thoughts that are relevant to the object.
If we could say more about the relation of the perspective to the new thoughts it prompts, beyond just saying that it prompts them, then we could say more about what motivates going from one's original beliefs to the adoption of any perspective in the first place. For, outside the use of metaphors as models in scientific theoryconstruction, the explication or following up of a metaphor is not the framing of a hypothesis. And its suggestiveness and the aptness of the ideas it leads to are not taken to be explanatory of, say, the nature of anyone's relation to strangers (as if we were descended from wolves, and so partook of their essence). No doubt many explanatory theories, good and bad, begin life as metaphors. But this is not what the ordinary engagement with or contemplation of a living metaphor is like. On the other hand, neither is it like finding the shape of a camel or a whale in the clouds in the sky. We do adopt a different perspective on
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As the discussion of praeteritio suggested, it is easier to say how the picturing-dimension of metaphor may operate, and what it may gain for the speaker, in the context of speech acts, rhetoric, and dealing with others. It is harder to give an account of the cognitive function of the framing-effect in the context of the composition of the metaphor in thought. For this we would need a better understanding of such things as the figures one may find both uncashable and inescapable in one's thinking, and the situations of provisionally writing beyond oneself, or beyond one's present understanding of what one has written. For the turn to metaphor is not just slippage; it is also a calculated and conditional surrender to a quite particular verbal constellation.
Figures and Pictures
The story of metaphor's association with imagery and force is a tangled one, and further clarity here awaits a better understanding both of how pictures themselves signify and of how imagination tells us anything about the world. In the case of metaphor, some of the tangle is undone when we disambiguate phrases describing it as the "visibility of discourse." This could mean what Ted Cohen means when he speaks of metaphor as an utterance that draws attention to itself and its form, and throws into relief features of communication that are normally invisible because taken for granted.27 Or the phrase may be understood as Dan Sperber understands it: the figurative utterance is represented in quotes prior to interpretation and is thus a relatively opaque use of language reflecting attention back on itself. Either understanding of "visibility" is compatible with a denial of any special role for images as such in the functioning of metaphor. And neither of them should be confused with the idea of metaphor as the trope of resemblance. For even if resemblance required images, it is a relation between the things compared, and not a relation between the discourse and something else. If there is an iconic dimension to metaphor, it is not on the level of the linguistic sign itself. Metaphor is not onomatopoeia or part of a Cratylism of language. But while it doesn't itself resemble anything of the right kind, the metaphoric utterance creates a motivated sign out of something else. It makes the wolf symbolize someone's treatment of strangers; it is the wolf, and not the 27. Cohen, "Metaphor and the Cultivation of Intimacy," p. 6.
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